The fall of Kyiv in 1482 
Nicholas Zharkikh 
The capture of Kyiv by the Crimean Tatars in 1482 can be considered in some way a 
turning point in the political relations of Eastern Europe: the Crimean Khanate definitely 
declared itself a participant in these relations. 
What do we know about this event? 


Extracts from sources 
Moscow diplomatic documentation (1482) 
Pechersk Synodikon (1483) 

Brief Volyn Chronicle 
Annals of Jan from Targowica 


Chronicle story number 1 
This story is contained only in the Pskov Second Chronicle, brought to 1486. 


Chronicle story number 2 
Such a record is contained in the Typographical Chronicle and several other chronicles. 


Chronicle story number 3 
Such a record is contained in the Moscow Chronicle of 1492 and in many later 
chronicles. 


Reduction of chronicle story number 3 
There are two versions for such a reduction — in the Chronograph of the 1512 edition and 
in the Book of Degrees — the official history of the Moscow state, brought to 1559. 


Chronicle story number 4 
Such a story is contained in the Vologda-Perm Chronicle. 


Chronicle story number 5 


Such a record is contained in the Sofia Second Chronicle, brought to 1517, and in the 
Lviv Chronicle, brought to 1560. 


Chronicle story number 6 
Such a record is contained in the Kholmogory Chronicle, brought to 1559. 
Instruction of the Moscow prince Ivan III (1483) 
Letter from Khan Mengli-Girey (1483) 
Bull of Pope Sixtus 4th (1483) 
Vincent de Dominico’s Letter (1483) 
Letter from Prince Abdula (late 1482..1483?) 
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Mengli-Girey’s Letter (1495) 


Description of the Kyiv Castle (ca. 1520) 


Rachinsky’s Chronicle (late 16th century) 
Analysis of sources 


Contents of chronicles 


The interrelation of chronicles 


The interrelation of the various chronicles about the fall of Kyiv can be illustrated as 
follows: 
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Scheme of chronicles of the fall of Kyiv in 1482 


The reasons for the attack in the chronicles 
Date of attack 


Illustrations to the Illuminated Chronicle 
Political background of the attack 


Ivan II, refusing to Sakovich, began to insist not only on a formal break of the peace 
between Mengli-Giray and Casimir, but also on the effective confirmation of such a break. 
Such a confirmation would be the great Tatar war on the lands of Casimir, led by the khan 
himself (so that they would not say later that this was done against the wishes of the khan). Of 
the directions proposed from Moscow — Podillya or Kyiv region — the khan chose the latter, in 
fact, Kyiv itself. Well, the Tatars did not have to be invited for a long time to hunt for prey, 
and so three years have passed since the last raid. 

So, the immediate impetus for the attack on Kyiv was given by the Moscow Grand 
Duke. 
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Attack tactics 


It turned out that the formidable appearance of walls and towers alone is not enough to 
scare off the enemy, and these fortifications still need to be defended. The latter idea was 
apparently unknown for "brave Lithuania", at least the sources clearly indicate the lack of 
resistance ("not fought at all"). 


Consequences of the attack 
The reconstruction of the Kyiv castle is reported by Jan of Targowica and a note for 
King Sigismund. 
The statement of the mobilization plan in the note also contains something interesting, 
ea if you look at the map: 
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Map of the mobilization district of 1483 


The map shows: 

1 — Kyiv (and further distances from it) 
Blue circles — troop mobilization centers: 
2 — Mstislav] (400 km) 

3 — Odoiv (570 km) 

4 — Vorotynsk (580) 

5 — Vyazma (580 km) 

6 — Trubchevsk (320 km) 

7 — Kozelsk (530 km) 


8 — Drutsk (430 km) 

9 — Smolensk (490 km) 

10 — Vitebsk (530 km) 

11 — Polotsk (570 km) 

12 — Novogrudok (470 km) 

13 — Bielsk-Podlaski (570 km) 

14 — Dorogichin (590 km) 

15 — Brest (500 km) 

16 — Kobrin (470 km) 

17 — Starodub (280 km), Gomel (220 km), Bryansk (410 km) — possession of Prince 
Mozhaisky 

18 — Novgorod-Siversky (260 km), Rylsk (315 km) — possession of Prince Shemyatych 

Yellow circles — centers for mobilization of workers: 

19 — Toropets (670 km) 

20 — Velikiye Luki (650 km) 

21 — Velyka Rzheva 1 (? Tver region, 690 km) 

22 — Velyka Rzheva 2 (? Pskov region, 730 km) 

23 — Trans-Dvina parishes 

24 — Dnieper parishes 


The fate of I. Khodkevich’s family 
Letter of Khan Mengli-Girey (1484?) 
Letter of King Casimir (1486) 


Memoirs of Alexander Khodkevich (1511) 


Conclusions 

The fall of Kyiv in 1482 marked a turning point in the history of Eastern Europe, 
because much happened here for the first time: 

— for the first time the attack of the Tatars on the territory of modern Ukraine gained 
international notoriety (in the area from Rome to Kholmogory — 3000 km and Perm — 3500 
km) and was reflected in many sources; 

— for the first time the Crimean Tatars went on a campaign led by the khan himself; 

— for the first time the Tatars dared to attack a large fortified castle, the center of the 
province; 

— for the first time the Tatars captured the voivodship center of the Grand Duchy of 
Lithuania; 

— for the first time we have clear evidence of Moscow’s strong influence on Lithuanian- 
Crimean relations; 

— For the first time, the Grand Duchy of Lithuania was forced to move because of events 
on its southern border. 


The fact that Mengli-Girey dared to leave the Crimea for a campaign (at least for a short 
time) shows that he felt quite confident on his throne and was not too afraid (contrary to what 
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is often written) that the enemies would take advantage of his absence and nominate a new 
khan. 

The fall of Kyiv showed all interested parties the military weakness of the Grand Duchy 
of Lithuania, which occupied large territories that it was unable to defend. 

The fall of Kyiv also showed that a new political force had emerged in Eastern Europe, 
the Crimean Khanate, capable of significantly influencing the course of military and political 
events in the region. 

Ivan III liked to fight against Lithuania with the hands of the Crimean Tatars, and in the 
following years he constantly encouraged Mengli-Girey to attack the possessions of the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania in Ukraine. 

For interstate relations, this was a significant tactical success for Moscow, which 
managed to burn its enemy with someone else’s hands. But strategically, the Crimean Khanate 
was a real Pandora’s box, and Moscow inadvertently opened it, showing the way north. 
However, this way could reach not only Kyiv but also Moscow, and in 1571 the grandson of 
Mengli-Girey burned the capital of the grandson of Ivan III, a temporary ally of the Crimea. 
And since then Moscow has been taking revenge on the Crimean Tatars wherever it can 
capture them, up to and including our time. 

If the Kyiv event did not lead to direct territorial changes, it was mainly for the reason 
that the Tatars imagined how to plunder the "Tatar border" and did not imagine how to 
manage it. But all stateholders took note of the weakness, and in the coming years began to 
gnaw the territory of the Grand Duchy of Lithuania in favor of its neighbors — Moscow and 
Poland. If Moscow seized the territory of the Grand Duchy as a clear enemy, Poland seized the 
territory of the same Grand Duchy as a friend and ally. 

But each state exists as long as it captures the territories of its neighbors faster than its 
neighbors manage to seize its territory. And it should be surprising not because the Grand 
Duchy of Lithuania disappeared from the political map in 1795, but rather because it existed 
for three centuries from 1482. 


Historiography 
The historiography of the fall of Kyiv in 1482 is interesting in two respects: first, how 
historians assessed the significance of the event and determined the culprits; second, how the 
accumulation of factual data affected the coverage of events. 


Nicolas Karamzin (1818) 
Mikhail Maksimovich (1847) 
Sergei Solovyov (1855) 
Viadimir Antonovich (1882) 
Mikhail Vladimirsky-Budanov (1890) 
Frederick Papée (1900) 
Mykhailo Hrushevsky (1904) 
Ludwik Kolankowski (1930) 
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Konstantin Bazilevich (1952) 


History of Kyiv (1963) 
Yaroslav Pelensky (1980) 
History of Kyiv (1982) 
Gleb Ivakin (1996) 
Vladislav Gulevich (2013) 
Vladislav Gulevich (2018) 


Conclusions 

1. The traditional direction of the study of the attack on Kyiv in 1482 is to clarify the 
context of interstate relations in which the attack took place, and its place in subsequent 
political events. The existing fund of sources inclines to such direction. 

2. Researchers are unanimous in determining the crucial role of Moscow as the initiator 
of the attack. 

3. Silencing or whitewashing Moscow’s role in organizing the attack should be 
considered a falsification of history. 

4. The accumulation of factual data on the topic stopped in 1959 with the publication of 
the full text of the Vologda-Perm Chronicle. The limited set of sources did not prevent early 
researchers from drawing generally correct conclusions, and the availability of a complete set 
of sources in the last 60 years did not save the authors of this period from errors and 
falsifications. 

5. Insufficient attention was paid to the source analysis of available texts, which led to 
some erroneous statements. 

6. Such areas of research as the history of the people (working masses, not the 
authorities), military history, local history (history of the city of Kyiv), only marked, not 
developed — neither in terms of methods nor in terms of specific results. 

7. No comparative studies have been conducted at all, although Tatar attacks provide 
material for comparisons from both earlier and later times. 


What’s new? 

And what new does this article bring to the consideration of a topic that has been studied 
since the time of Karamzin, that is, for more than 200 years? 

Against the background of the historiography I am considering, it turns out — not so 
little: 

1. Compiled a complete anthology of the source texts for the event. 

2. Sources are assessed for their competence, reliability and information value. 

3. A classification of chronicle stories about the attack and a hypothesis about their 
origin are proposed. 

4. Considered two illustrations of the [luminated Chronicle of our event. 

5. The tactics of attack and defense in this campaign are considered, a comparison with 
the previous Tatar attacks is given. 
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6. The note on the restoration of Kyiv in 1483 was analyzed, its dubious, hardly probable 
moments were found. 


7. The fate of the family of the Kyiv governor I. Khodkevich was considered, which 
made it possible to determine the scheme of redemption of prisoners from the Crimea. 


8. The conclusion, established in historiography, is confirmed that the initiator of the 
attack on Kyiv was the Moscow Grand Duke Ivan III. 

9. Considered the accumulation of knowledge on the topic and the evolution of 
assessments of the attack of 1482 in the historical literature over the past two centuries. 


In Kyiv, Feb 23 — Apr 27, 2021. 
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